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WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 12 December 2005 . 
2a)S This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) ^3 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)IEI All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 
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1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

2. Claim 12 remains withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.142(b), as being drawn to a nonelected inventions, there being no allowable generic 
or linking claim. Applicant timely traversed the restriction (election) requirement in the 
replies filed on 4-5-2004 and 12-1-2004. 

3. Claims 1 , 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

This rejection is maintained for generally the same reasons as set forth in the last 
office action. In particular, claim 1 , although amended, still defines that at least one tire 
constitutive member (i.e. broadly defined) is formed by winding that commences at a 
radially outermost part of the member(s) and moves radially inwardly. Further, 
dependent claim 4 still indicates that the member or members defined in claim 1 can be 
the sidewall, bead filler, chafer, etc. It however is still not considered that the invention 
as now claimed is described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey 
to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention, i.e. it is considered to be new matter. First, 
there does not appear to be any literal support in the specification for what is claimed in 
this regard. Support thereof, therefore is apparently to be found in the drawings. 
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However, while looking at fig. 1 for example would seem to indicate that the winding of 
the sidewall is from the radially outer side and proceeds inwardly, in fig. 1a, the chafer 
"16" is illustrated as what would be understood as a winding from the radially inner side 
in an outward direction. Fig. 2 shows a similar configuration of the windings. Similarly, 
the filler windings in figs. 3a and 3b are illustrated in a manner that would have been 
likewise understood as being from a start point at the radially inside and then outward. 
There is therefore still not considered to be descriptive support in the original disclosure 
for winding with a start end of the winding at a radially outer part for broadly "at least 
one tire constitutive member" as claimed. Support for such a winding direction in fact 
seems to be limited to the sidewall (in light of the figures). As such, this is considered to 
be new matter. 

4. Claims 1, 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by or, 
in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over [DE 19831747 to Continental 
or its apparent equivalent Blickwedel (US 6,923,879)] alone or (under 35 USC 103(a) 
only) either of these references taken further in view of Tokunaga et al. (US 5,380,384). 

These references are applied herein for the same reasons as set forth in the last 
office action. 

5. Claims 1 , 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Ikeda et al. (US 2002/0074077). 

Ikeda et al. is applied for the same reasons as set forth in the last office action. 
In response to this rejection, applicant has provided translations for the priority 
documents in order to perfect the priority claim. However, for the same reasons that 
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the present claims are not considered to have descriptive support in the present 
specification (note 1 12, first paragraph rejection above), they also are not considered to 
have descriptive support in the priority documents and thus priority for the presently 
claimed invention has not been shown. It is noted however that this rejection will most 
likely stand or fall with the 35 USC 112, first paragraph rejection above. 
6. Applicant's arguments filed June 13, 2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

In response to the 35 USC 112 rejections, applicant has argued that the 
amendments to the claims overcome this rejection. This rejection is however still 
considered to be applicable to the claims as amended (note statement of rejection 
above), it being still considered that there is no descriptive support in the original 
disclosure for winding with a start end of the winding at a radially outer part for broadly 
"at least one tire constitutive member" as claimed. Original descriptive support for such 
a winding direction in fact seems to be limited to the sidewall (in light of the figures). As 
such, this is considered to be new matter. 

As to DE 747/Blickwedel (US 6,923,879), it is argued that the referenced 
paragraph is not using the term "usually" in the manner urged by the examiner but 
rather is using this to define that the winding could start at some intermediate point 
between the bead and belt plies but in that case, the winding would still progress 
towards the belt plies. In other words, it is argued that the term "usually" is only 
modifying the start point of the winding and not the winding direction and thus that the 
winding direction would not be reversed. This argument has been carefully considered 
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but is unpersuasive. At issue is how the ordinary artisan would have read and 
construed the relevant paragraph in the context of the overall process described in the 
reference as well as the general knowledge and understanding of the ordinary artisan in 
the tire art. In particular, it is submitted that the ordinary artisan would have expected 
and understood that the spiral winding process for the sidewall would or certainly should 
form a complete sidewall. Read in view of this, it is again submitted that the ordinary 
artisan would have read the suggestion that the winding "starts usually in the bead 
region" as simply an indication that the winding could start at the opposite end (i.e. the 
shoulder region) if desired. If applicant's reading of this paragraph (i.e. that this would 
be read as indicating that the winding could start at some intermediate point but still 
would progress towards the belt without direction reversal) were correct, then this would 
require than an incomplete sidewall be formed - i.e. if you start the winding at some 
intermediate point and still progress only towards the belt plies, how would the sidewall 
ever get formed between this intermediate start point and the beads? Further while it 
certainly would be possible to fill this in with additional subsequent windings, this would 
be an extremely complicated process, it being submitted that the artisan would not have 
adopted such a reading of this language when the much more logical and simple 
explanation is that provided by the examiner. Note also that the ordinary artisan 
generally understands that component formation that requires a back and forth motion 
of the extruder complicates the processing and therefore is less desirable - Blickwedel 
even evidences such an understanding (col. 5, lines 25+), it being further stressed that 
Blickwedel would have been read as certainly urging simplification of the application 
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process and control thereof if possible (e.g. col. 3, lines 44-48 and 58-60; col. 5, lines 
17-20). Applicant's arguments in this regard are therefore unconvincing. 

The arguments with respect to Ikeda have been treated within the statement of 
rejection above. 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Geoffrey L. Knable whose telephone number is 571- 
272-1220. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on 571-272-1226. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Geoffrey L. Knable 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1733 



G. Knable 
February 19, 2006 



